qualitative research studies alone), an important Shakespearean-type question for mixed researchers to ask is "To collaborate or not to collaborate?" Interestingly, Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003) identified three models for collaboration in mixed research: (a) a single researcher being able fully to use both qualitative and quantitative research approaches; (b) a team of researchers consisting of at least one researcher who is competent in qualitative research approaches and at least one researcher who is competent in quantitative research approaches; and (c) a team of researchers that consists of researchers with minimum competency in both qualitative and quantitative research traditions, alongside a highly specialized set of competencies in one of these two research traditions (referred to as "the minimum competency model" [p. 45] ).
More recently, Collins, Onwuegbuzie, Johnson, and Frels (2013) outlined a fourth type of collaboration model: one that contains not only some researchers with minimum competency in both qualitative and quantitative research traditions, but also at least one researcher who is competent at conducting mixed research (e.g., a mixed researcher) who can serve the triple role as a process person (who strives for "philosophical clarity and [recognizes that] the perspectives and values and standards of the relevant communities of practice play continuous, holistic, and synergistic roles in the legitimation process" [Collins, Onwuegbuzie, & Johnson, 2012, p. 854] ), a translator (who explains the methods used to members of the research team who are not proficient with that tradition), and a negotiator (who identifies and negotiates contradictions, paradoxes, and tensions that emerge when findings from the qualitative and quantitative phases are compared and contrasted). (p. 278) These four models represent either an individual-based (i.e., first model) or a team-based (i.e., the latter three models) approach to conducting mixed research studies. Each set of models has its own unique challenges. In particular, optimally, individual-based approaches require that the researcher has been well trained and is experienced in conducting both qualitative and quantitative research studies, whereas team-based approaches necessitate not only mutual respect, communication, and coordination among all team members but also at least one member who can integrate the qualitative-and quantitative-based inferences that are drawn by different team members into meta-inferences that maximize meaning. However, there is little or no information about the team-based/authorship patterns of mixed researchers.
Bibliometrics
Bibliometrics (biblion meaning "book" and metricus meaning "measurement") was coined by Pritchard (1969) to denote "The application of mathematics and statistical methods to books and other media of communication" (p. 348). For the most part, in its present form, bibliometrics involves the use of an array of quantitative research techniques associated with information research to analyze the properties and trends within a specific field or body of academic literature. These techniques include citation analyses and content analyses. Because journals provide one of the most common outlets for scholarly communication across all disciplines, a bibliometric analysis of the contents of a scholarly journal "portrays the scientific productivity, trends and emphases of research in a discipline and in the journal itself" (Pareek, 2013, p. 2) .
Mixed Methods Bibliometrics
Via the use of quantitative research techniques, bibliometric studies help researchers to identify the patterns of publications within a given field or body of knowledge. As such, bibliometric studies help researchers to determine the degree of development of various disciplines. However, although bibliometric studies are useful for answering questions of who, when, where, how much, how many, and what is the relationship between specific variables (e.g., involving the number of citations in journal articles; see, for e.g., Lovaglia, 1991; Onwuegbuzie, Frels, Hwang, & Slate, 2013) , these studies do not lend themselves to answering Why and How questions. Simply put, findings from bibliometric studies do not explain the prevalence rates, differences, or relationships that have been identified by the researcher(s).
Consequently, we conceptualize that, whenever possible, bibliometric studies should be accompanied by the use of qualitative research techniques. Using Greene, Caracelli, and Graham's (1989) typology for mixing quantitative and qualitative data, we contend that the collection, analysis, of qualitative data in bibliometric studies can fulfill one or more of the following five purposes: triangulation (i.e., compare the qualitative data with the bibliometric quantitative results); complementarity (i.e., obtain elaboration, illustration, enhancement, and clarification of the bibliometric quantitative results with qualitative data); development (i.e., use qualitative data to help inform bibliometric quantitative results); initiation (i.e., discover paradoxes and contradictions that emerge when qualitative findings and bibliometric quantitative results are compared that might lead to a re-framing of the research question [s] driving the bibliometric [quantitative] study); and expansion (i.e., expand the breadth and range of a bibliometric [quantitative] study by using multiple analytical strands for different study phases). And mixing qualitative data with bibliometric quantitative data transforms a bibliometric study into what we call a Mixed Methods Bibliometric Study. We believe that mixed methods bibliometric studies help researchers better "to evaluate the processes of production, communication, and use of scientific information" (Vimala & Dominic, 2013, p. 44) .
Using Bibliometric Studies to Examine Collaboration
Over the years, several researchers have conducted bibliometric studies to examine the collaboration among researchers and authors. In the context of scientific productivity, collaboration can be defined as the "working together of researchers to achieve the common goal of producing new scientific knowledge" (Katz & Martin, 1997, p. 7) . Such research collaboration can be either informal or formal (Laband & Tollison, 2000) . As surmised by Laband and Tollison (2000) , informal collaborations include conversations among colleagues and feedback obtained from colleagues, dissertation advisors/supervisors, mentors, journal editors, and manuscript reviewers/referees. In contrast, formal collaborations include research studies conducted by two or more researchers, manuscripts written by two or more authors, and presentations (e.g., paper presentations, symposia, workshops) delivered at conferences and other professional meetings by two or more presenters. For the present inquiry, we were interested in formal collaborations that lead to the publication of journal articles.
In their optimal form, formal collaborations can be extremely beneficial for all team members involved. In particular, formal collaboration can facilitate greater division of labor, (Laband & Tollison, 2000) . In addition, formal collaboration can promote synergies among researchers who might represent diverse backgrounds, skills, and experiences related to both research methodology and the underlying subject area, which likely would make it relatively easier to examine complex interdisciplinary phenomena than would be the case if only one researcher was conducting the study or writing the manuscript (Corley & Sabharwal, 2010) . Another utility of collaboration is that it allows one or more experienced researchers to partner with one or more less experienced researchers (e.g., students, beginning researchers), thereby facilitating mentorship (Bozeman & Corley, 2004 )-such as is the case with the present study.
Measuring collaboration. A popularized way of measuring collaborative research patterns is via an index called the degree of collaboration. Specifically, the degree of collaboration can be calculated via the following formula provided by Subramanyam (1983) :
where CC represents the degree of collaboration, NM stands represents number of multiple authored papers, and NS represents the number of single authored papers. In other words, the degree of collaboration is the ratio of number of multi-authored journal articles to the total number of journal articles (i.e., # of single-authored articles + # of multiple-authored articles) (Subramanyam, 1983) .
The degree of collaboration has been examined across several fields and disciplines. For example, Singh (2012) , who examined 229 articles published in LIBRI: International Journal of Libraries and Information Studies, during the years 2001 to 2009, reported a degree of collaboration (i.e., proportion of multiple-authored articles) of 43.9%. Pareek (2013) , who examined 387 articles published in 10 volumes that contained 42 issues of the flagship journal of the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions, namely, IFLA Journal, during the years 2001 to 2010, documented a similar degree of collaboration of 45.0%. In nearly every case, these bibliometric studies have involved examination of the degree of collaboration among researchers/authors representing one or more fields or disciplines. Yet, these bibliometric studies have provided degree of collaboration rates that did not distinguish the genre of research methodology used (i.e., qualitative research, quantitative research, mixed research). One notable exception is the bibliometric study conducted by Fisher, Cobane, Ven, and Cullen (1998) , which led to the finding that multiple authorship was more common for empirical research articles wherein sophisticated quantitative research approaches were used. Notwithstanding, to date, we could not find a single study in which collaboration rate was compared as a function of genre of research methodology. Further, none of these numerous bibliometric studies included the use of qualitative research approaches. Further, to date, no researcher has examined the team-based/authorship patterns of mixed researchers. Thus, the purpose of this mixed methods bibliometric study was to examine (a) the distribution of the number of coauthors in articles published in the two existing mixed research journals, and (b) select mixed researchers' experiences conducting mixed research alone versus conducting mixed research in teams. 
Methodological Framework
The methodological framework for this study was based on Collins, Onwuegbuzie, and Sutton's (2006) 13-step mixed research process that occurred in the following three stages: (a) the Formulation Stage (i.e., determine the mixed goal, mixed objective, rationale of study and mixing rationale, purpose of study and mixing purpose, and mixed research question[s]); (b) the Planning Stage (i.e., select the mixed sampling design and mixed research design); and (c) the Implementation Stage (i.e., collect and analyze quantitative and/or qualitative data, validate/legitimate and interpret the mixed research findings, write the mixed research report, and reformulate the mixed research question [s] ). These methodological steps within each stage are interactive and recursive (Collins et al., 2006) . This methodological framework was selected for the current study because it was considered as producing a combination that would yield "complementary strengths and nonoverlapping weaknesses" (Johnson & Turner, 2003, p. 299) .
Formulation Stage
Steps 1-2: Mixed research goals and objectives. Using Newman, Ridenour, Newman, and DeMarco's (2003) typology, the goal of this mixed methods bibliometric study was to have a personal, institutional, and/or organizational impact (i.e., by determining the authorship patterns of the population of mixed researchers), to measure change (i.e., authorship patterns from 2007 to 2014), to understand a complex phenomenon (i.e., the lived single-authored vs. multiple-authored experience of select mixed researchers), and to inform constituencies (e.g., members of the mixed research community, instructors of research methodology courses, thesis/dissertation advisors/supervisors, mentors). The objective (cf. Johnson & Christensen, 2013) of the quantitative phase of this mixed methods bibliometric study was description (i.e., identifying and describing the authorship patterns of mixed researchers); further, the objectives of the qualitative phase were exploration (i.e., using inductive methods to understand better an idea, issue, and the like of collaboration among mixed researchers that might lead to analytic generalizations, which involve generalizing the findings to some broader theory; Yin, 2009) and explanation (i.e., developing a theory of collaboration among mixed researchers).
Research philosophy. The research philosophical stance for our study was what Onwuegbuzie and Frels (2013) refer to as a critical dialectical pluralistic stance, which is not only concerned with social injustices that occur at the macro level within every society, but also with social injustices that might occur as a result of the power differential between the researcher(s) and participants. Accordingly, in the current investigation, the researchers assumed a research-facilitator role that empowered some of the participants to assume the role of participant-researchers, who, in turn, served as co-researchers at every stage of the mixed research process. In addition to a goal of addressing social justice, critical dialectical pluralism involves incorporating multiple epistemological perspectives .
Steps 3-4: Rationale and purpose for mixing quantitative and qualitative approaches. The rationale for conducting this mixed methods bibliometric study was participant enrichment and significance enhancement. Participant enrichment occurred by including two members of the research team who served as participant-researchers, which promoted an emtic viewpoint (i.e., "representing the place where emic and etic viewpoints are maximally interactive"; Onwuegbuzie, 2012, p. 205) . Significance enhancement occurred by collecting, analyzing, and interpreting both bibliometric data and qualitative data, yielding thick and rich data (Geertz, 1973) . The purposes for mixing quantitative and qualitative data for this study were complementarity, triangulation, development, and expansion (cf. earlier definitions; Greene et al., 1989) .
Step 5: Mixed research questions. Using Plano Clark and Badiee's (2010) typology, the research question in this study represented separate research questions-specifically two quantitative research questions coupled with one qualitative research question. The following quantitative research questions were addressed: 1) What is the degree of collaboration in articles published in select mixed research journals? 2) What is the difference in the degree of collaboration between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and both qualitative researchers whose articles are published in select qualitative research journals and quantitative researchers whose articles are published in select quantitative research journals? The following qualitative research question was addressed: 1) What are select leading mixed researchers' experiences conducting mixed research alone versus conducting mixed research in teams? Hall and Howard (2008) conceptualized the following core principles for synergistic approaches: (a) mixing quantitative and qualitative research approaches culminates in a mixed research study wherein both the research process and findings are superior than would have been obtained if an individual approach had been undertaken; (b) using a dialectic approach to research, wherein multiple research findings are intertwined; (c) considering of equal importance quantitative and qualitative research approaches; and (d) balancing opposing quantitative-qualitative viewpoints (e.g., using intersubjectivity to balance claims about subjectivity and objectivity; cf. Morgan, 2007) . Hall and Howard (2008) further contended that implementing a synergistic approach to mixed research is likely to necessitate collaboration and cooperation among researchers. Thus, with regard to the quantitative (i.e., bibliometric) phase, the following research hypotheses were tested: 1) There is a difference in the degree of collaboration between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and quantitative researchers whose articles are published in select quantitative research journals. 2) There is a difference in the degree of collaboration between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and qualitative researchers whose articles are published in select qualitative research journals. 3) There is a difference in the number of co-authors between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and quantitative researchers whose articles are published in select quantitative research journals. 4) There is a difference in the number of co-authors between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and qualitative researchers whose articles are published in select qualitative research journals.
Method
The Planning Stage
Step 6: Sampling design and sample. The present study represented mixed research-specifically, a mixed methods bibliometric study-because it involved the use of both a quantitative sample and qualitative sample. Specifically, the sampling design involved a concurrent design using nested samples for the qualitative and quantitative components of the study because the quantitative and qualitative data were collected concurrently (i.e., independently) and the vast majority (i.e., 80.0%) of the participants selected for the qualitative research phase had authored/co-authored one or more articles that were published in one or more of the journals that were selected for the quantitative research phase.
The quantitative research phase involved a criterion sampling scheme involving the selection of (a) the only two mixed research journals in existence, namely, Journal of Mixed Methods Research (JMMR) and the International Journal of Multiple Research Approaches (IJMRA) ; (b) two qualitative research journals-one of them representing a journal that publishes both empirical and methodological articles (i.e., The Qualitative Report; TQR) and the other representing a journal that publishes exclusively methodological articles (i.e., International Journal of Qualitative Methods; IJQM); and (c) two quantitative research journals-one of them representing a journal that publishes articles that involve the application of quantitative methods (i.e., Journal of Applied Quantitative Methods; JAQM) and the other representing a journal that publishes exclusively methodological articles (i.e., Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics; JEBS) . For each journal, all articles published from 2007 to 2014 were examined. The start year 2007 was used because it marked the inception of both mixed research journals. Also, the same time period was selected for each of the six journals in order to rule out the possibility of time serving as a confounding variable (i.e., maximizing temporal validity; Onwuegbuzie, 2003b) .
For the qualitative phase, participants were selected via a purposive sampling scheme whereby the selection of participants was based on specific purposes to answer the qualitative research question (Teddlie & Yu, 2007) . Specifically, the participants for this study, which included two of the researchers, were 15 mixed researchers from institutions representing various geographic areas in the United States, who were selected via a maximum variation sampling scheme (Miles & Huberman, 1994) . According to Johnson and Christensen (2012) , "when greater resources are available, collective case studies of around 10 cases are common" (p. 397). Also, Guest, Bunce, and Johnson (2006) demonstrated that six interviews may be "sufficient to enable development of meaningful themes and useful interpretations" (p. 78) and through bootstrap simulation research, Namey, Guest, McKenna, and Chen (2016) derived that the median number of interviews needed to reach 80% and 90% saturation was between eight and 16, respectively-suggesting that our sample size of 15 was adequate for obtaining data saturation (i.e., occurring when information occurs so repeatedly that the researcher can anticipate it and whereby the collection of more data appears to have no additional interpretive worth; Sandelowski, 2008; Saumure & Given, 2008) and theoretical saturation (i.e., occurring when the researcher can assume that her/his emergent theory is adequately developed to fit any future data collected; Sandelowski, 2008) . Two of participants were classified as being complete member participants (Adler & Adler, 1987) because they were both researchers and participants in this study.
The 15 participants comprised seven women and eight men, who ranged in rank from adjunct professor to assistant professor to full professor. Using the Carnegie Classification (The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2017), the participants were affiliated with institutions with very high research, institutions with high research, institutions with doctoral-level research, or institutions wherein research is not classified.
Step 7: Mixed research design. Our mixed methods bibliometric study involved combining postpositivism (i.e., quantitative phase) and phenomenology (i.e., qualitative phase). This combination yielded what Onwuegbuzie (2014, 2015) referred to as mixed methods phenomenological research (MMPR)-specifically, a concurrent MMPR, which consisted of a dominant descriptive phenomenological phase and a less-dominant postpositivist phase (i.e., PHEN+quan). In descriptive phenomenology-as was the case in the present inquiryresearchers focus on describing participants' individual lived experiences or life-world (Todres & Holloway, 2004) . Moreover, Giorgi (2009) identified the following four core tenets of descriptive phenomenological research studies: (a) intentionality; (b) research always is initially descriptive; (c) phenomenological reduction is involved (i.e., the analyst brackets or suspends past knowledge and is sensitive to the importance of the data for understanding phenomena; the analyst reduces elements that are intentionally associated with consciousness and focuses on the role that subjectivity plays); and (d) "the essence or bare bones of what constitutes the phenomenon is articulated as the structure"-thereby yielding a description of "the common themes or essential parts from within the experience that identify the phenomenon and transcends the experiences of different individuals"; Mayoh & Onwuegbuzie, 2015, p. 95) . In the present study, phenomenological reduction was enhanced by including two research-participants in the study who were able to play devil's advocate whenever needed and who were able to keep the other researchers on the team honest by posing difficult questions about various elements of the mixed methods bibliometric study (e.g., procedures, interpretations) and by promoting synergy. Contrastingly, a postpositivist stance was adopted, for example, to determine the degree of collaboration among mixed researchers, as well as to quantitize (i.e., convert qualitative data into numerical codes that can be analyzed quantitatively or statistically; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003; Sandelowski, Voils, & Knafl, 2009; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998 ) the emergent themes. Figure 1 displays the philosophical assumptions and stances underlying the study.
Step 8: Mixed Data Collection Instruments and procedure. For the quantitative phase, the researchers determined the number of authors contained in each article across all the journals. Also, we noted several demographic characteristics of each article (e.g., number of article pages). For the qualitative phase, the researchers interviewed 15 leading mixed researchers. Ethical procedures were followed during the interviews. In particular, each participant was informed that member checking techniques would be used to ensure that the researchers' descriptions did not mis-represent them and confidentiality was maintained through the use of participant-selected pseudonyms.
The interview format was semi-structured, consisting of 13 open-ended questions, which included the following questions: (a) "In your experience, what have you found to be the pros and cons of (i) conducting mixed methods research studies alone and (ii) conducting mixed methods research studies with one or more co-researchers?"; (b) "In your experience, what have you found to be the pros and cons of (i) writing mixed methods research articles (e.g., empirical, methodological, conceptual, theoretical) alone and (ii) writing mixed methods research articles (e.g., empirical, methodological, conceptual, theoretical) with one or more co-authors?"; (c) "What advice do you have, if any, for beginning and emerging researchers who are conducting their first mixed methods research study and are considering collaborating with one or more co-researchers?"; and (d) "What advice do you have, if any, for beginning and emerging researchers who are writing their first mixed methods research article (e.g., empirical, methodological, conceptual, theoretical) and are considering collaborating with one or more co-authors?"
In addition to asking these questions, the interviewers probed the participants' responses in order to obtain a deeper understanding and to facilitate the possible generation of theory related to authorship patterns. Each interview, which occurred either face-to-face or via Skype, was audio-taped using at least two separate handheld digital recorders to insure continuity and clarity of recordings. Following each interview, the audiotape was transcribed in a verbatim manner and, as noted previously, presented back to the participant for her/him to assess the accuracy, adequacy, and authenticity of the content via member checking (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) . As noted by Manning (1997) , "thorough member checking, including respondent review of field notes, working hypotheses, and case study drafts, means that the researcher is accountable to those sharing their words, lives, and experiences" (p. 102). Thus, our member checking aided in maximizing descriptive validity (Maxwell, 1992) . As recommended by Onwuegbuzie, Leech, and Collins (2008) , the interviewers underwent debriefing interviews themselves in order to promote reflexivity; to identify biases in interpreting the interview data; and to obtain insights into the impact of the interview process on the participants and the researchers themselves. These debriefing data yielded valuable information that informed the interpretations of the interview data.
Critical Dialectical Pluralistic stance Postpositivist lens
Descriptive (Eidetic) Phenomenological Lens
Mixed Methods Phenomenological Research (MMPR)

Analysis
Quantitative analyses. The quantitative phase involved the use of both descriptive analyses and inferential analyses. Specifically, the descriptive analyses involved the use of descriptive statistics to assess the degree of collaboration that comprised measures of central tendencies (e.g., frequency counts, means), measures of dispersion (e.g., standard deviation), and measures of distributional shape (i.e., skewness, kurtosis). With regard to inferential analyses, a series of chi-square analyses was used to compare the degree of collaboration among journals. Further, a series of independent samples t tests was used to compare the average number of authors per article among journals. For both the chi-square analyses and independent samples t tests, the Bonferroni adjustment was applied to take into account the fact that multiple tests were computed, such that the total experimentwise error rate did not exceed 5% (e.g., Chandler, 1995; Ho, 2006; Manly, 2004; Vogt, 2005) . This correction was undertaken by dividing the nominal alpha value (i.e., .05) by the number of inferential tests involved.
Qualitative analyses. A constant comparison analysis (Glaser, 1965) was conducted to analyze the interview data. Our constant comparison analysis was conducted using QDA Miner Lite, Version 1.4.1 (Provalis Research, 2014) , which is a software package intended for both qualitative data analysis and mixed analysis. QDA Miner can be used to code, to annotate, to retrieve, and to analyze both images and a variety of text-based file formats (Provalis Research, 2014) .
The main objective of constant comparison analysis is to generate themes from the participants' responses (Glaser, 1965) . There are three steps to this analysis, all of which center upon coding (i.e., words and phrases constructed by researchers to organize information; Saldaña, 2013) : (a) open coding, (b) axial coding, and (c) selective coding. Open coding is the process by which raw data are organized into meaningful groups that are then assigned labels (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) . The grouping of these labels (i.e., codes) into similar categories is known as axial coding, after which they are pooled and refined during the selective coding stage to interweave the codes into an informative narrative (i.e., social phenomenon; Glaser & Strauss, 1967) .
For the categorization of qualitative data to be transparent, Constas (1992) argued that researchers should follow three sequential procedures: (a) origination, (b) verification, and (c) nomination. Numerous procedures (e.g., research participants, programmatic language, review of literature, interpretation of the data, investigation) exist by which the origination of categories can occur (Constas, 1992) . For this study, the participants' transcripts, and the data contained within, allowed for the development of categories once investigated. During verification, the researchers used extant literature to support the categories (Constas, 1992) . In the case of this research, the authors reviewed relevant research literature searching for similarities and dissimilarities, which, upon examination, turned out to be consistent with the categories identified within the transcripts. Nomination, the final step in the process, focuses on the names given to the categories and the neutrality in which they are described (Constas, 1992) . Regarding this study, the participants' responses and word choices served as the foundation from which the names of each category were identified (i.e., a posteriori coding), as opposed to the naming of categories before the analysis (i.e., a priori coding).
Mixed analyses. Overall, both a concurrent mixed analysis and sequential mixed analysis (Onwuegbuzie & Combs, 2010; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003) were used. With respect to the concurrent mixed analysis, the analysis of the (quantitative) bibliometric data occurred independently of the analysis of the (qualitative) interview data. However, as part of the analysis of the interview data, a concurrent mixed analysis ensued. In particular, after the qualitative coding process, we transformed the qualitative themes that emerged into data that could be analyzed descriptively, referred to as quantitizing (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003; Sandelowski et al., 2009; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) . Further, we conducted within-case and cross-case analyses (Miles & Huberman, 1994) to present the findings pertaining to these cases in detail. A correspondence analysis, which represents a multivariate and visual technique for conducting a quantitative analysis of emergent themes (Michailidis, 2007) , also was performed using QDA Miner 4.0 (Provalis Research, 2011) , involving the factor analysis of themes/metathemes with their associations in at least a two-dimensional visual display (Onwuegbuzie, Dickinson, Leech, & Zoran, 2010) . This correspondence analysis yielded what Onwuegbuzie and Combs (2010) referred to as a crossover mixed analysis, wherein the analysis type associated with one tradition (i.e., quantitative analysis: correspondence analysis) was used to analyze data associated with a different tradition (i.e., qualitative data: emergent themes). Most importantly, conducting a correspondence analysis helped us to avoid engaging in what Bazeley (2009) refers to as a superficial reporting of themes in which "qualitative researchers rely on the presentation of key themes supported by quotes from participants' text as the primary form of analysis and reporting of their data" (p. 6). Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie (2003) identified the following seven stages of the mixed analysis process: (a) data reduction, (b) data display, (c) data transformation, (d) data correlation, (e) data consolidation, (f) data comparison, and (g) data integration. In the present mixed methods bibliometric study, we used six of Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie's (2003) seven stages: data reduction, data display, data transformation, data correlation, data comparison, and data integration. Specifically, qualitative data were reduced to themes and meta-themes (i.e., data reduction), qualitative and quantitative data were displayed in tables and figures (i.e., data display), quantitative data (i.e., demographic data) were correlated with qualitative data (i.e., themes) (i.e., data correlation), quantitative data (i.e., bibliometric data) were compared to qualitative data (i.e., interview data), and quantitative and qualitative findings from the data were integrated (i.e., data integration). Finally, according to Onwuegbuzie and Combs (2010) , optimally, mixed researchers make 13 decisions during any given mixed analysis process, which provide a comprehensive framework for conducting mixed analyses. These 13 sets of decisions are summarized in Table 1 . Onwuegbuzie, 2003a; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003) ; and correlated the quantitative and qualitative data (Onwuegbuzie & Combs, 2010) Step 9: Results Quantitative phase. Prior to computing the degree of collaboration, for each journal, we eliminated articles from our counts that did not represent the major type of research methodology for that journal. Specifically, we sought to eliminate non-mixed methods research articles from the two mixed methods research journals (i.e., JMMR, IJMRA), non-qualitative research articles from the two qualitative research journals (i.e., TQR, IJQM), and non-quantitative research articles from the two quantitative research journals (i.e., JAQM, JEBS). Also, non-peer reviewed articles were excluded from the analyses, including editorials (e.g., foreword, introduction, epilogue, conclusion) and book reviews. This led to the examination of 146 out of the 146 articles (i.e., 100.0%) published in JMMR from 2007-2014, 117 out of the 201 articles (i.e., 58.2%) published in IJMRA, 566 out of the 569 articles (i.e., 99.5%) published in TQR, 223 out of the 225 articles (i.e., 99.1%) published in IJQM, 283 out of the 287 articles (i.e., 98.6%) published in JAQM, and 198 out of the 198 articles (i.e., 100.0%) published in JEBS. This yielded a total of 1,533 articles that were examined across the six journals. Table 2 presents the overall degree of collaboration for each of the six journals, as well as the degree of collaboration by publication year. It can be seen from this table that JMMR and JEBS contained the highest degree of collaboration, each of them having a 71.2% rate. This was followed by IJMRA (66.7%), JAQM (66.1%), IJQM (60.1%), and TQR (56.5%), respectively. Thus, as expected, the mixed research journals (i.e., JMMR, IJMRA) had relatively high collaboration rates, securing the first and third highest rates, respectively. Interestingly, the two qualitative research journals had the lowest rates. However, what is surprising is the fact that one of the quantitative research journals (i.e., JEBS) was identically high with respect to the highest degree of collaboration. A series of Fisher's Exact tests was conducted to compare the two mixed methods research journals to the two quantitative research journals and two qualitative research journals. These two latter genres of journals (i.e., quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals) each were treated as a family. Thus, a Bonferroni-adjusted familywise alpha value of .025 (i.e., .05 / 2) was used for these comparisons. These Fisher's Exact tests revealed that the degree of collaboration among JMMR authors was not statistically significantly higher than either of the quantitative research journals. However, the degree of collaboration among JMMR authors was statistically significantly higher than was the degree for both qualitative research journals, specifically IJQM (p = .018) and TQR (p = .001). Moreover, JMMR authors were 1.19 times more likely (odds ratio = 1.19; 95% confidence interval [CI] = 1.02, 1.38) to collaborate than were IJQM authors, and were 1.26 times more likely (odds ratio = 1.11; 95% CI = 1.02, 1.43) to collaborate than were TQR authors. In contrast, although higher than one quantitative research journal (i.e., JAQM) and both qualitative research journals, none of these differences involving IJMRA were statistically significant. Table 3 presents the mean and standard deviation pertaining to the number of authors for each of the six journals for 2007 through 2014. It can be seen from this table that the two mixed methods research journals, on average, had the greatest number of authors per article, with JMMR (M = 2.71, SD = 1.72) having the greatest number, followed by IJMRA (M = 2.30, SD = 1.28). The order of the remaining journals was IJQM (M = 2.23, SD = 1.53), JEBS (M = 2.14, SD = 1.00), JAQM (M = 2.12, SD = 1.07), and TQR (M = 2.05, SD = 1.42).
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Skewness and kurtosis coefficients were computed to help assess the normality of the number of authors pertaining to each of the six variables (Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002) . Using Onwuegbuzie and Daniel's (2002) criteria for a standardized skewness coefficient (i.e., skewness coefficient divided by its standard error) and a standardized kurtosis coefficient (i.e., kurtosis coefficient divided by its standard error), wherein standardized skewness coefficients and standardized kurtosis coefficients that lie outside the ±3 range indicate serious departures from normality, all six author variables indicated non-normality, with all of them being positively skewed and three of them (i.e., JMMR, IJQM, TQR) also indicating a leptokurtic distribution that was characterized by a shape that was more peaked. Thus, a series of nonparametric independent samples t tests, namely, Man-Whitney's U tests, was conducted to compare the two mixed methods research journals to the two quantitative research journals and two qualitative research journals with respect to the number of authors per article. Again, these two latter genres of journals (i.e., quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals) each were treated as a family, yielding a Bonferroni-adjusted familywise alpha value of .025 (i.e., .05 / 2). These ManWhitney's U tests revealed that, on average, the number of authors per article for JMMR was statistically significantly higher than was the number of authors per article for both quantitative journals-that is, JEBS (U = 31891.00, p =.01; Cohen's [1988] With respect to IJMRA, the number of authors associated with this journal, although higher than was the number of authors for both quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals, was only statistically significantly higher than that for TQR (U = 188795.50, p = .009; d = 0.13). Interestingly, although JMMR, on average, had more authors per article than did IJMRA, this difference was not statistically significant (U = 14454.00, p = .10; d = 0.28). Qualitative phase. Constant comparison analysis consisted of transforming the raw qualitative information (i.e., transcripts) into a standardized form (i.e., labels/codes) by identifying the significant ideas, thoughts, and perceptions that were conveyed (Ryan & Bernard, 2000) . The researchers coded and examined the concepts to identify potential themes (i.e., categories; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) . Through this process, 35 codes were identified. Because of space constraints, the findings pertaining to only three of the 15 participants will be presented because, among them, these three participants were representative of the 15 participants.
However, the realization and comprehension of the participants' experiences and views do not occur through codes alone. Instead, constant comparison analysis necessitates analyzing the codes for themes and categories, which then are evaluated in order to ascertain significance and meaning (Ryan & Bernard, 2000; Strauss & Corbin, 1998) . Upon closer inspection, it became apparent that many of the codes were interconnected. For example, when Dr. C-a participant who had recently obtained her doctorate in 2012-discussed her experiences writing her dissertation, she used the codes frustration, overwhelming, passion, and joy (all emotion codes; Saldaña, 2013) in addition to dissertation (independent research code) and both perceived strengths and perceived weaknesses (both values codes; Saldaña, 2013) . Upon scrutiny, the 35 individual codes formed seven major categories (see Table 4 ) that revealed four main themes: (a) mixed research, (b) differences between group and independent work, (c) psychological elements in research, and (d) advice and aids for emerging researchers.
Theme 1: Mixed Research
Perhaps not surprisingly, mixed research was a common thread during the interviews, with several of the questions directly related to it. As such, all of the participants ruminated upon the nature of and difficulties of mixed research. On several occasions, Dr. C insinuated that the data needs and time needed for mixed research was extremely difficult, even overwhelming at times. Dr. J conveyed the same thoughts concerning the immense data needs and the time needed for the mixed research projects, as a result of the fact that the "whole cycle may take 2-4 years" because "there's more time involved in mixed methods research, because, obviously, there's usually more data." Dr. A was rather explicit when he described the difficulty of mixed research, claiming that "it's particularly difficult" in that the researchers are responsible for both forms of analysis and that they have to "put everything together and … come up with all the different interpretations on [their] own without being able to run things by people."
Further, there was agreement between Dr. A and Dr. J concerning the need for a process in order to be successful in mixed research, and research in general. While discussing one of her experiences conducting research, Dr. C also was a big proponent of following explicit steps when conducting research because it prevented her from getting lost, "It's like, 'Okay, what do I do now?' Nope. You're here. You move on to this step. You're here. You move on to this step. I found that that was extremely useful." In addition to the inherent difficulties in mixed methods research, Dr. A discussed the bias against mixed research that exists within the world of academia, also stating that there was "a real bias against qualitative" methods. Then, he explained how, when writing his dissertation, he conducted a qualitative research study phase but was not allowed to use it in his dissertation because it was considered previous research. Dr. A noted, "… well, if that had been quantitative and archival they wouldn't have had the problem with that-which is ironic." Dr. J highlighted the relevance of this issue to current researchers by recounting how, recently, she was looking for a journal in which to publish, and discovered that the editors "clearly had a bias to qualitative; as anti-. Didn't want you to use it. They want[ed] … evidence to support any claim, and they defined evidence as data being as numerical and statistical inferential tests."
Theme 2: Differences Between Group and Independent Work
Working independently is a process to which most professors are accustomed, especially when they worked on their dissertation, to which both Dr. C and Dr. A related. According to Dr. A, the realm of academia might require those on tenure track to write independently or, if working collaboratively, the professors should be a "lead author so that it shows that you have the ability to lead and that you're not just following." Either way, newly minted academics should "talk to [their] chair and different departmental members to make sure that single authorship counts in [their] department."
Interestingly, Dr. A and Dr. C shared the sentiment that they had no problems working on research articles alone. Dr. C stated that she felt more comfortable (perceived strength) conducting quantitative research studies on her own, whereas Dr. A mentioned working independently when the information that he published was controversial and he knew that there was going to be some flak. I just didn't want someone to be mad at my co-author(s). I wanted them to be mad at me because I was basically criticizing those that criticize mixed methods without providing any evidence. Dr. A, Dr. C, and Dr. J agreed that conducting mixed research independently was challenging, with Dr. A declaring that it was "particularly difficult because you've got to know how to do qualitative analysis and quantitative analysis and put everything together" by yourself. However, group projects could be frustrating especially when, as noted by Reviewer A, group members "don't do … their share." However, Dr. A, Dr. C, and Dr. J all advocated having a process in place to delineate work needs and to enhance group dynamics; so that, as Dr. C put it, everyone contributes … Establish what is your design, who's going to be in charge of each part of that design, who's going to be in charge of gathering what pieces of data, who's going to be in charge of analyzing which pieces of data, who's going to be in charge of keeping those data, who's going to be in charge of each piece, because the most uncomfortable working relationships that I've ever had with people on papers have been when we haven't really established who was going to do what explicitly from the get-go and been very forceful about it.
Despite some unpleasant group experiences, Dr. A fondly recalled the first time that he worked with another co-author, stating that he "Enjoyed it. And that was at that time I decided that's that for me. You know, so much, you just get all that synergy and everything else from it-from collaboration." Dr. C, although concerned about her ability to live up to the level of scholarliness (perceived weakness and lack of confidence) of her fellow group members, conveyed a strong penchant for group work because "when you have a group of people working with you, you minimize your weaknesses, maximize your strengths by having people who are strong in those different components." Concerning group work, Dr. J maintained that "mostly the benefits [are] that I chose people who help counter some of my weaknesses with their strengths so that … we can have a successful project, so that we can have something that's published." She emphasized the importance of personalities when working in groups, recommending "just having someone that you can get along with, and that, you know, just has all of those characteristics that are easy to work with; that you think the same, that you have the same standards. That really helps." Dr. A even claimed that group work helped him, and others, in avoiding procrastination in that in the "group project, if you know that someone is really counting on you to get your part done, then, it's easier to force yourself to do it." The overall impression garnered from the interviews is that, although there are a few issues with group work, the benefits offset the disadvantages.
Theme 3: Psychological Elements in Research
During their interviews, the participants referenced numerous emotional and values elements (both coding categories) to research. Everyone interviewed referenced both positive and negative psychological elements when conducting research, albeit in different ways and with different foci. For Dr. C, research, in particular her dissertation, was a source of emotional anxiety and she often felt overwhelmed when attempting to deal with the level of work and the data needs of the research. However, she quickly iterated the importance of her passion when conducting research and writing articles, as well as the joy that she derived from the process and the outcome (e.g., helpful articles, presentations). Dr. A too delved into the negative side of research, referencing group work, explaining how frustrating he had found it when "one or more don't do … their share." Dr. J mirrored this frustration, in particular when fellow researchers "might cut a few corners that can compromise your data." Like Dr. C, both Dr. A and Dr. J referenced the joy that they felt when working on research, with Dr. J simply stating that, "I just enjoy working with people."
Every one of the mixed methods researchers interviewed shared similarities when discussing the mental requirements that were satisfied by their academics and research practices. They all mentioned their overarching need for answers as the central catalyst for their research. Dr. C mentioned her love of learning on numerous occasions, emphasizing that she "want[s] to learn everything, learn the content. I want to learn the method, I want to learn." Dr. A humorously referred to himself as "a research addict."
Where they differed was in their presentation of their own strengths and weaknesses. Both Dr. J and Dr. C referenced their perceived weaknesses regarding their limited knowledge and experience with qualitative research studies. In contrast, the only time that Dr. A referred to his perceived weaknesses was in relation to his early educational experience when he discussed his issues with mathematics anxiety, which influenced his drive and passion for his dissertation topic. Interestingly, both Dr. A and Dr. C referenced quantitative research studies and statistics as their perceived strength, whereas Dr. J cited writing literature reviews, which Dr. A also enjoyed, and conducting analyses as her strengths. However, in contrast to the other authors, Dr. A confidently mentioned that he was pretty flexible, often times I play a role in the qual [itative] , in the analysis part, but not always. There have been times when I had in some teams, one or more people strong in qualitative research and one or more strong in quantitative research, then they will go ahead and do the phase. But I'm usually involved in some part of the analysis even if it's at the end-kind of checking and putting everything together. Making them interact with each other, talk to each other. I love lit[erature] reviews; so, I do that sometimes but it depends on the area. If it's an area I'm somewhat familiar with, then I'll do it.
Theme 4: Advice and Aid for Emerging Researchers
All of the interviewees were particularly keen on providing advice to researchers-Dr. C because of her recent experiences with her dissertation and both Dr. J and Dr. A because of their extensive experience as researchers and instructors. Dr. C referenced the immense importance of external support in the research process, citing both her family and her academic mentors as pivotal factors that aided her during her dissertation and throughout her academic career. Dr. J echoed the importance of academic mentors, stating that mentors are really critical in all of the research that I did, from the very beginning. I think that it [mentoring] starts with your dissertation chair. But, even as a new fledgling researcher, just having mentors, either that you can just ask questions with or that are actually on the projects with you … it's just so important. Dr. J advocated reading journals (academic articles) in order to enhance one's understanding of the "audience of the journal" and "understand[ing] the angle, understand the rigor of the methods that that journal requires" so that emerging researchers can avoid losing "a lot of time re-writing."
Concerning groups, all the participants referenced choosing the appropriate people with whom to work so that, as Dr. J explained, there are enough people for motivation in order "to kind of keep the project going, to keep it on track, discussing it." Building on this recommendation, Dr. C argued that the first thing that should be accomplished when forming a group is to make sure that you have established what the expectations are for everybody in the group, that you have established that whatever work comes from the group belongs to the group; it doesn't belong to the individual even if it's a written component.
Dr. A took this train of thought further by stating that the order of authorship should be decided before the project even begins, a topic on which Dr. J concurred because "somebody has to be a lead." Dr. A also argued that choosing a good leader (group dynamic) was crucial because the leader (i.e., first author) is responsible for facilitating the "division of labor," keeping the other authors "on track," and making "sure that there's respect, that kind of affective component where everybody feels that they are valued in the team regardless of which side [of the methodological fence] they are on."
Discussion
This investigation was unique in at least four ways. First, the present work appears to represent the first in which collaboration rates have been compared as a function of research methodology. Second, this study is the first to mix a qualitative research approach with bibliometric techniques, yielding what we call a mixed methods bibliometric study. Third, because none of the journals analyzed in this study were tied to a single discipline, another uniqueness of this study was its multidisciplinary nature. Fourth, this investigation involved an examination of the lived experience of several U.S.-based leading mixed methodologists who with the exception of three participants, had at least 10 years of experience conducting mixed research studies and authoring mixed research articles that were published via various outlets (e.g., journals, books).
Step 10: Validating/Legitimating the Findings We used the meta-framework of Benge, Onwuegbuzie, and Robbins (2012) to assess threats to legitimation pertaining to the quantitative findings, qualitative findings, and mixed research findings. This meta-framework incorporates frameworks that have been conceptualized to assess threats to the internal and external validity of the findings stemming from the quantitative phase (e.g., Campbell, 1957; Onwuegbuzie, 2003b) , threats to the internal credibility and external credibility of the findings stemming from the quantitative phase (e.g., Maxwell, 1992; , and threats to the legitimation of the findings stemming from the mixed phase.
Validity of findings from quantitative phase. With respect to the internal validity of the quantitative findings, our overall sample size of 1,533 articles and subsample sizes (i.e., sample size for each journal) that each exceeded 100 articles indicated that we had more than sufficient statistical power to conduct our inferential analyses (i.e., chi-square analyses, independent samples t tests). Indeed, our sample size represents a statistical power in excess of .99 for detecting a statistically significant and moderate (Cramer's V = .30) difference in degree of collaboration between two journals and a statistically significant and moderate difference in the number of authors per article between two journals, both at the Bonferroni-adjusted value of .025 (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) . Thus, our overall sample size and subsample sizes did not pose a serious threat to the internal validity of the findings. In addition, our examination of intra-rater reliability and inter-rater reliability (i.e., intercoder agreement) helped to eliminate instrumentation as a threat to internal validity.
With regard to external validity, because our sample of quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals represented only four journals-albeit spanning articles published over an 8-year period (i.e., 2007-2014) -it is not clear the extent to which our quantitative (i.e., bibliometric) findings generalize (i.e., have adequate external validity) beyond the sample to other quantitative and qualitative research journals. Thus, the interpretations that follow pertain only to researchers who have had articles published in JEBS, JAQM, IJQM, and TQR during the last eight years. Thus, replications of this study are needed using other quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals.
Legitimation of findings from qualitative phase. With respect to internal credibility, the biggest threats to the findings were descriptive validity (i.e., the factual accuracy and adequacy of the account; Maxwell, 1992) and interpretive validity (i.e., the extent to which our interpretations of the accounts indicate an understanding of the participants' experiences and the meanings that they attach to their words and experiences ; Maxwell, 1992) . Descriptive validity was enhanced by the fact that all participants agreed to member-check the transcripts for accuracy, adequacy, and authenticity (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Manning, 1997) . Interpretive validity was enhanced by the participant-researchers reading the interpretations and providing legitimation for the emergent themes, as well as via the debriefing interviews that were conducted on those who interviewed the research participants (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008) .
With respect to external credibility, the sample size of 15 used in the qualitative phase exceeded both Guest et al.'s (2006) and Namey et al.'s (2016) minimum sample recommendations for achieving data saturation utilizing a relatively homogeneous sample (i.e., mixed researchers). This sample size suggests that data saturation very likely took place.
Legitimation of findings from the mixed research phase. Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006) identified nine legitimation types that are relevant to mixed research. Each of these legitimation types is defined in Table 5 , together with an explanation of how they were addressed in our investigation. It can be seen that all nine threats were addressed to some degree. Notwithstanding, despite the extremely rigorous nature of the mixed research design, replications of this mixed methods bibliometric study are needed to assess the reliability and transferability of these findings.
Step 11: Interpreting the Findings Numerous findings emerged from the quantitative research phase of our mixed methods bibliometric study. First, it appears that journals devoted to research methodology-whether quantitative, qualitative, or mixedhave relatively high degrees of collaboration. Indeed, the degree of collaboration for all six journals examined in the present mixed methods bibliometric study exceeded 50%, with all but one journal (i.e., TQR) exceeding 60%, and two journals (i.e., JMMR, JEBS) exceeding 70%. Contrastingly, the degree of collaboration across many disciplines often has been documented as being less than 50%. For example, as noted previously, Singh (2012) . Accordingly, the authors of JMMR articles are 3.19 (95% CI = 2.05, 4.98) times more likely to collaborate than are the authors of LIBRI, and 3.06 (95% CI = 2.03, 4.62) times more likely to collaborate than are the authors of IFLA Journal. This relatively higher degree of collaboration for research methodology journals might stem from the fact that compared to discipline-specific journals, these journals have high expectations with regard to the use of research methodology, likely tend to have a higher proportion of research methodologists on their editorial boards, and are more likely to be multidisciplinary. For example, according to the website of IJQM (2015): "The publishing mandate of the IJQM focuses on articles that describe, develop, and disseminate qualitative methods. As a multidisciplinary international journal" (para. 1). As another example, according to the website of JAQM (2017): "JAQM is a double-blind peer-review scholarly publication in the broad area of quantitative methods whose goal is to identify relevant problems in high need of solutions by encouraging the application of quantitative methods across disciplines" (para. 2). It is likely that this focus on methodology (i.e., broad approach to scientific inquiry with general preferences for certain types of designs, sampling logic, analytical strategies, and so forth) and methods (i.e., including specific strategies and procedures for research design, sampling, data collection, analysis, and so forth) makes it more difficult for researchers/authors to work alone-hence the increased likelihood of co-authorship. The extent to which the relationship between the quantitative and qualitative sampling designs yields quality meta-inferences.
Using a nested sampling design in which the vast majority (i.e., 80.0%) of the participants selected for the qualitative research phase had authored/co-authored one or more articles that were published in one or more of the journals that were selected for the quantitative research phase Inside-Outside
The extent to which the researcher accurately presents and appropriately utilizes the insider's view and the observer's views for purposes such as description and explanation.
Capturing the participants' quantitative and qualitative data (i.e., emic perspective) and including two participants on the research team (i.e., emtic perspective) Weakness Minimization
The extent to which the weakness from one approach is compensated by the strengths from the other approach.
Combining descriptive precision (i.e., obtained from qualitative analyses) with empirical precision (i.e., obtained from quantitative analyses) Sequential
The extent to which one has minimized the potential problem wherein the meta-inferences could be affected by reversing the sequence of the quantitative and qualitative phases.
Collecting quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously (i.e., concurrently)
Conversion
The extent to which the quantitizing or qualitizing yields quality meta-inferences.
Obtaining verification of quantitative analyses of themes (e.g., correspondence analysis) via member checking and debriefing Paradigmatic mixing
The extent to which the researcher's epistemological, ontological, axiological, methodological, and rhetorical beliefs that underlie the quantitative and qualitative approaches are successfully (a) combined or (b) blended into a usable package.
Adopting a critical dialectical stance ) that represents a meta-paradigm wherein multiple epistemological perspectives are incorporated within the same inquiry (Johnson, 2012 (Johnson, , 2017 Commensurability The extent to which the meta-inferences made reflect a mixed worldview based on the cognitive process of Gestalt switching and integration.
By undergoing all major steps of the mixed research process, as well as using a team of researchers that was diverse with respect to research training, research experience, and discipline (e.g., higher education, literacy, library science, research methodologist) Multiple Validities
The extent to which addressing legitimation of the quantitative and qualitative components of the study result from the use of quantitative, qualitative, and mixed validity types, yielding highquality meta-inferences.
Using techniques (e.g., intercoder agreement, member checking, debriefing) that addressed as many threats to the legitimation of both the qualitative and quantitative findings as possible
Political
The extent to which the consumers of mixed methods research value the meta-inferences stemming from both the quantitative and qualitative components of a study.
Using rigorous qualitative and quantitative research techniques
Note: This table was adapted from Onwuegbuzie and Johnson (2006) . Reprinted with kind permission of the Mid-South Educational Research Association and the Editors of Research in the Schools.
Examination of the six journals during our quantitative research phase revealed that the degree of collaboration among JMMR authors was not statistically significantly higher than either of the quantitative research journals. Moreover, JMMR and JEBS had an identically high degree of collaboration. As such, the first hypothesis (i.e., there is a difference in the degree of collaboration between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and quantitative researchers whose articles are published in select quantitative research journals) was not supported. However, the degree of collaboration among JMMR authors was both statistically significantly and practically significantly higher than was the degree for both qualitative research journals. Therefore, the second hypothesis (i.e., there is a difference in the degree of collaboration between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and qualitative researchers whose articles are published in select qualitative research journals) was very much supported. Similarly, the third hypothesis (i.e., there is a difference in the number of co-authors between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and quantitative researchers whose articles are published in select quantitative research journals) and fourth hypothesis (i.e., there is a difference in the number of co-authors between mixed researchers whose articles are published in select mixed research journals and qualitative researchers whose articles are published in select qualitative research journals) were supported definitively, with authors representing the two mixed methods research journals (i.e., JMMR, IJMRA) having the two highest number of authors per article, on average, and JMMR being statistically significantly and practically significantly more likely to collaborate than were authors representing both quantitative and both qualitative research journals. Interestingly, although not yielding a statistically significance difference, the finding that JMMR articles indicated both a higher degree of collaboration and higher level of co-authorship than did IJMRA articles has intuitive appeal because JMMR is a journal that publishes exclusively mixed research articles (i.e., "serv[ing] as a premiere outlet for ground-breaking and seminal work in the field of mixed methods research"; JMMR, 2017, para. 1), whereas IJMRA not only publishes mixed research articles, it also publishes articles that represent multiple methods (i.e., "Multiple, hybrid, synergistic, integrated, cultural, mixed qualitative and quantitative empirical research approaches"; IJMRA, 2015, para. 3).
The qualitative findings supported the quantitative findings that authors representing the two mixed methods research journals have the two highest number of authors per article, on average, and that the authorship team representing JMMR, on average, is statistically significantly and practically significantly larger than are the average authorship teams representing both the select quantitative research and qualitative research journals. Moreover, the qualitative findings help to explain these quantitative findings. In particular, according to several of the participants (e.g., Dr. A), the preference among the majority of mixed research authors for collaboration stems, at least in part, from the fact that it facilitates greater division of labor. In turn, this qualitative finding is consistent with the literature (Laband & Tollison, 2000) . Indeed, this convergence (i.e., triangulation) between the quantitative and qualitative findings has intuitive appeal because by their very nature, at least potentially, mixed research studies are more complex than are monomethod research studies, and many-if not mostmixed methods researchers tend to be stronger in either quantitative research methodology or qualitative research methodology. As such, they need the assistance of co-authors to help address any actual or perceived deficits that they have in their weaker methodology. However, as concluded by several of the participants, merely enlisting coauthors is not sufficient to promote a successful collaboration. Rather, this authorship team should contain researchers/authors who have clearly defined roles, and, optimally, the team should have synergy, as advocated by Hall and Howard (2008) .
In summary, the quantitative and qualitative data provide compelling evidence that, in general, more collaboration occurs among mixed researchers than among quantitative and, especially, qualitative researchers-at least as represented by the two select quantitative research journals and qualitative research journals. However, although the qualitative findings helped to document select mixed researchers' experiences conducting mixed research alone versus conducting mixed research collaboratively, still several unanswered questions remain, including the following: To what extent do the relatively high levels of collaboration among mixed researchers occur during both the research conduct stage (i.e., research conceptualization stage, research planning stage, research implementation stage) and the research dissemination stage (e.g., writing the research article), or does this collaboration mostly occur during the authorship stage? To what extent do the relatively high levels of collaboration among mixed researchers reflect the fact that mixed research motivates collaboration versus necessitates collaboration? What is the effect of collaboration on the mixed research process and product? What is the effect of collaboration on the mixed researchers themselves? Answers to these and other questions warrant further research in this area. Until then, we would like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude for the generous time and experiences shared by our research participants.
